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A Taxonomy of Evaluation Models:
Use of Evaluation Models in Program Evaluation

S Wayne E. Carter ’ .

Dallas Independent School District .

' ' 7
&5
Introduction w

In 1965 the federal government continued its support of
constructive changes in education by passage of Public Law 89-10:

The Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965. This law

explicitly stated that school systems and schools receiving funds

through this Act were required to furnish annual evaluations of
their projects to state and federal agencies.

The first annual report for Title I of the Elemenggry and
Secondary Education Act indicated that competent evaluation per-
sonnel were not generally available in the local school systems at
that tiﬁe.} This fifst report, evaluating thousands of Title I
projects, was almost entirely anecdotal in nature a-.d nearly
devoid of statistical data in support of the su;iégg of the
various projects.

- To meet the needs created by the passage cf tnis Act,
evaluation centers were created in various parts of the country.
One of these centers was opened at The Ohio State University.in
Columbus, Ohio, under the diééct;on of Dr. Daniel L. Stufflebeam,

Stufflebeam and his staff,2 in examining th: first report
of the Title I projects, dete}mined that the Jdeirth of adequate

evaluation information was due to several problems including the

ldck of trained evaluators, adequate evaluation theory, and of



adequate instruments and procedures for evaluation. Furtheruore, -
Fhey_belgeyed that the following three types of conceptual prob-
lems prevented provision of effective evalaation:
1. A lack of ;nderstanding of Aecision processés and in-
= formation requirements in current programs of educationzl

+ ‘change;*

2. The 1ac# of a definition of educational evaluation
Q})ertinent to emergent requirements for educational
evaluation; and

‘ 5. Aflack of ;ppropriate evaluation designs.

. The evaluators trained in the evaluation centers have
developed many models for the evaluation of ‘educational programs.
The wide variety of gegeral purpose and specific purpose‘models
that have been developed since the passage of ESEA suggééts a
framework for the cooperative use of these models, or parts of
these models, is needed. No suych framework or taxonomy has been
attemptég in recent years. This paper is an attempt at the
developmént of a taxondmy of eval&ation models for use in evalu-

Al

ating educational programs.

Objective <

LY

The purpose of this paper is to present a framework or
taxonomic representation of existing educational evaluation models.
The models considered in this papew are those based on the

Stufflebeam - Phi Delta Kappa National Study Committee on Evaluation
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definition of education evaluation as the proress of delineating,
obtaining, &nd providing useful information for judging decision

_alternatlves.

Methodology -

?he‘ﬁethodology used by the author consisted of a search of
the literature pertaining to educational information needs and
evaluation models aud, based”on the literature, comparisons of
these models. Many similarities were noted in all models., It

.

was also noted that severél models were strong in different. areas,
and that, depending on the objectives of the evaluation being

“conducted, two or more of the models could be combined to accomplish

the evaluation more effectively than the use of a single model.
&

Results of the Literature Search

In 1973, Sar- M. Steelea identified six groups or t}pes of
program evaluation'approaches. These were: (1) evaluation as
input into decision-making, (2) evaluation of program parts, )

(3) evaluation--kinds of data and types of activities, (4) evalu-
.ation processes,: (5) results--attainment of objectives, and

(6) results~-evaluation of outcomes and effects. Since the scope
of this study is limited to models usgng the Stuffles;aﬁ - PDK
_definition, only the models identified in Steele's first category--
evaluation as input ir*o decision making--were considered. These
included (1) the Context~Input—Process—Préd?ct (CIPP) model

developed by Stufflebeam; (2) the Differential Evaluation Model




deveioped by Tripodi, Fellin, and Epétei;; (3) the Descrepancy
Evaluation Model (DEM) developed b%/yrovus, (4) Developmental
Evaluation Modeis such as the IPI Formative Evaluation Model
developed b? Lindvall and Cox and the NewStart Evaluation System
developed by Lamrock, Smith, aqd Werren; }5) the Priority Decisions
Model developed by Boyle; (6) Materials Evaluation Models such as
the Trade-0ff and Comparative Cost Approach developed by Glass and
:he Weighted Criteria Ap;roach develeped‘by Crane and Abt; and
(7) the Participant Reaction Approaeh developed by St:eele.5

In aedition to the list provided by Steele, the researcher
has identified se;eralcquels each of whose purpose is the provision
of information for the decision-making process. These models
are (1) a Cost Effectiveness Model developed by Alkin,6 (2) a
Decision Oriented Classification Schema deve10ped by Alkin and
Wooley, (3) a Comprehensive Management Model for Title III
Projects developed by the Fairfax County (Virginia) Public Schools,8
(4) an Ontological Evaluatlon Model developed by Peper, (5 a
Systems Approach Model developed by Yost and Monnin, (6) the Apex
Model developed by Morgan, (7) Cost Utility Models developed by
Costa and Tanner,12 (8) the Synergistic Model developed by Hunter
and Schooley,13 (9) the New Eclectic Model developed by Alkin
and Kosecoff,la and (10) A Taxonomy of Admfnistrative Information
Néeds developed by Ott (The oOtt Model).15

The preceding list is not intended to be complete. It is

intendedxto be representative of the models that are based on the
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. published Ph.D. dissertation at the University of Illinois,

Stufffebeam - Phi Delta Kappa National SFud;°Cogm§tteélon Evalua-
tion's definitien of Educational Evaluagion as the process of
delineating, obtaining, and providing useful information for
jhdging decision alternatives, In short, those models that were
developed for input into the decision process.

For the purpggg of constructing a Taxonomy of Evaluation Models,
e;ch of the models identified as a general purpose model was

-

evaluated according to criteria adapéed from I.T. Kirby's un-

"An Approach to Decision Making.”" These criferia are:

1. The model should assist the evaluator in anticipating
all information needed for the decision process.

2. The model should be internally logical and coﬁplete.

3. The model shou}d be of sufficient clarity so as to allow
implementation by a trained evaluator without external
interpretation. e

4. The model should relate elements in ; way in which they
have not previously been related.

5. The model should be heuristic.

6. The model should be capable of being extended by
empirical study.

7. Tﬁe model should be efficient.

‘The models identified as general purpose models yere: the

CIPP Model; the Differential Evaluation Model; the Discrepancy

Evaluation Model; the Decision«O?iented Classification Model; the



Comprehensive Management Model; A syséems Approach; and Apex -

Model; the Synergistic Evaluation Model; and the Ott Model.
The forerunner of all of the,modern educational evaluation“

'andminformation needs models is the CIPP Model developed by

Dr. Daniel Séhfflebeam of the Evaluati - enter of The Ohio

State University'aﬁd later refined by th® Phi Delta Kappa Study

* Committee. This model was constructed to help meet the evaluation
requiFements ;f Title I and‘&itle 11T of tne Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965 and to provide a mea;s by which
information about a- particular program, Or group éf programs, ‘
could be supplied for the decisionrmaking process.

The Differential Evaluation Model was developed.by Tripodi, v
Féllin,'and Epstein to provide a framework by ;hich administrators
of health, education, and welfare programs could obtain information
for d;termining the effectiveness, efficiency, and accomplishments

-

of these programs. The prOCESé, as ‘developed in this model, was
4

based on the three stages of pf%gram developrént - program ini-

tiation, program-contact, and program implementation - and sought

~

to delineate objectives appropriate to these stages and then to
d

match evaluation techniques to these objectives. -
The Discrepancy Evaluation Model was developed by Provus to
provide evaluative information for program improvement, maintenance,

or termination by defining program standards, determining whether

discrepancies exist between these standards and actual performance,



\ %
and using the discrepancy informatlon to change performance or

standards. Provus divides the evaluation techniques applied to

- LY

ongoing programs into design, installation, process, product, stages and

an optional comparisdn‘stage. Discrepancies are determined by

- .

examination of three content categories (input, process, and‘output)

at each of the stages and by comparison of the program performance

*

information obtained with previous1§ defined standards at each
stage. The nature and severity of the discrepancies found would

lead the decision makers to.decide to (1) terminate the program'

e

] (2) make adjustmertts in the previously des1gnated standards; or
(3) change the\program performance. -

The Decision Oriented Classification Model was deveioped by
Alkin and Wooley to assist evaluators in (1) determining decision

areas of .concern; (2) selecting appropriate information; and (3)

collecting and analyzing information for use in the decision

v

process., Alkin and Wooley jdentified five areas of evaluation that

yield useful informatibn for the’decision process. Theserareas

are systems assessment, program planning, program implementation,* ’

Pl

Ll

K

program improvement, and program certification.
The Comprehensive Managenent Medel was deVveloped by the
University of Kentuck?us Research Foundation for the Center for
Effecting Change of the Fairfax County (Virginia) Public Schools.
The model was developed to assist in the planning and evaluation

of the Second National Study of Projects to Advance Creativity in’

Education (PACE). Like the CIPP Model, this model was constructed

L

~
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-

to apply to eveéry phase of a project from-inception to termination.
. ‘ \ i . ;

Specifizally, the model itself "is designed to -assist in ‘all phases

2 .

of a PACE project. 'As such, it could be useful for '(a) those

. 4 -
‘who write proposals, (b) those who operate projects, and (c) thosed

~
s

- i .
who evaluate projects in terms of genéral improvement and in

[1] 16 - - . * A4

terms of continuation. %

-

The Systems "Approach was developed by Yost and Monninrto

re

provide a $pecific model for the eyaluation of brograms funded under '
. ~ -8R

Title III a&f the Elementary and Secondary Education Act’ of 1965.

¢ A L)

Drawing heavily on the CIPP model, the Systems Approach w§§

. n\,./l @ P}
constructed to include delineation collection, interpretation,

and distribution activit}es\ag each of three stages (baseline,
.process, and hruduct) anhron%iate to the general evaluation of
Title II1I projects. .

The Apex Evaluation Model was developed to evaluate the North

Carolina Exemplary Program, funded under Part D of the Vocational

»

Education Amendment of 1968 (P L. 90- 5765 Sectlon 141). The.model,
presented by Morgan, was based on: (1) the intent of legislation'
(2) the program objectives (desired outcomes); (3) the process -

objectives (desired processes); (4) the observed processes (op-

erational procedures and resources); and (5) the output of the
&

program along with the static interrelationships between these

components.

The Synergistic Evaluation Model was developed by Hunter and

Schooley to satisfy the need.for united efforts between curriculum

-

Y

i0

4
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developers ané researchers. The use of this model attempted to’ :

-
/‘\‘ ‘ .

:*provide interaction between these experts in conducting meaningful

g

research for input into administrative decision making. To. * ‘

accomplish this task, Huntet and, Schooley conceptualized an'edu—
cational system as,consisting‘of f0ur,domains§ policy; progran

v .
"

development; instruction' and feedback and‘the constituents'and
4 ’

clients of the system 4s falling into six exhaustive ‘but notp TN

[}
-

necessafily mutually'gxclusive groups: students‘ instrnxtidnal staff

administrative staff' educatianal specialists, family; and

. ¥
community.' Input from all of these groups, according to the
authors, must occur Within each of the four domains of the evalua-
tion model. | el . . . .
. . - B s - Y . A—\

?

The Ott Model, A Takenomy* of Admihistrative Information

-

Needs: An’ﬁid to Educational Planning ard Evgluatign, is an T

outgrowth-bf Ott 's earlier work "X Decision Process' and Classifica—

tion System for Use in Planning Educatio al Change. " In this’

¢
’ » [} .

earlier paper, Ott conducted an emnirical study of. projects in’»

-

Columbus, Ohio, that were funded under Title T of thé Elementaryo

and Secondary Education Act of l965. In this study? the decision s

process was de ined as beginning with a recognition of the need

- v Al

or,potential need for an alternative and as ending thh the

o " N
implementation of the chosen course of action. ' , ;

., -
. A & 0,

)
To. develop his Classification System of Decision Situations, °

s 7 e

Ott oBserved ‘the decision process used by the Title I projects and -

T e
. >

those areas of the projects-in which decisions,were most frequently ,

- - -
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made. Thgse frequent decision areas were détermineq éo be .
decisions relative to Target, General Poliey, Obj;dtives, Proéram,
Resources, Séhe&ules, and Progfam Policy, Ot; refined Ehe Schéha
7 'of the decisign ﬁrocess and combined this refinement with }he areas
h\&m;ch decisions must be ;adg most frequently to develop the .

"
3

taxonomy for administrative information needs.
The results of.&#he author's previous work$iggica;ed that the

Oott model, by its construction to be a logical and viable stdrting/

{ . 17 - .
point for the development of a taxonomy of evaluation models.

? .
herefore,tthe author compared each of the general purpose models

2 ~ .

N -

. - 4
considered aboye with the Ott Model on the previously identified
',évaluaé}qe Lcriteria,

I’ N < .

Table 1 summarizes the results of the comparisons between the -

Ott Model and eachlbf the general purpose models feound Ip the

o~

1iteraturé: The table indicates those criteria an which #he ott .

. . I I .
- Model was superior (+), inferior (=), and about equal (=) to

- v '

the model under consideration. : o

.
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The remainder of the modeig and their identified specific
purposes were: The IPI Formative Evaluation odel aad the NewStart
Evaluation Sy-tem f»r the evaluation of instructional and indi-
vidualized -ulum packages; the Priority Decisions Mqﬁel for
determining program priorities; the Trade-Off and Compa;ative
Cost Approach and the Weighted Criteria Approach for the evalua-
tion of educational materials; the Participant Reaction Approach
as evaluative input into program modification; the Cost Effective~
ness Model and the Cost Utility Models for evaluation of programs
in terms of program costs; the Ontological Evaluation Model for
evaluation of the organization in which a program functions; and
the New Eclectic Model for framing the decision context of a
program evaluation. :

The IPI Model uses formative evéluation, individual pupil
monitoring technigues, and summative evaluation to assess the goals
that the program should achieve, the plans for achievement of
these goals, the amount of agreement between the actual program
and the intended program, and the achieyement of the intended

goals. Formative evaluation is also used to insure that each of

the steps in the program or package is accomplished with care
and quality. Weaknesses, if discovered at anmy step, provide
information for modification of preceding steps.

Lamrock, Sﬁith, and Warren use formative and summatjve
evaluation activities, in the NewStart Model, to get information

that will help users in installation of developed and tested

[l
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course packages. This information was based on the topic areas

where decisions are made“(policy.level; types of intervention,

A

éissemination, and organizational structure; methods and systems
of evaluation and measurement; the theory and models of training
practices} étud}nt progress; ability, stylée, personality and train-
ing of tutors; and curriculum content), the t}pe”of data bases
used in the decision, the source of the data for the decision, and
the timeliness of the decision.

The Prior{ty Decision Model was developed by Boyle to help
decision makers determine program priorities., These techniques
are especially useful when adminiStrators are faced with téo much
content tq tQaCh, too many problems to solve, or too many clients '
to reach and serve effectively.

The Trade-Off and Comparative Cost Approach is based on -
practical and prudential considerations for examining materials
Eor possible adoétion. The actual areas presenFeﬂ for consideration
by the model are: (1) product description (to pxovide a detailed

description of the product under consideration); (2) goals evalua-

fyriateness); (3) clarification of point of entry of the evaluator

(to deter&ine the reversible and irreversible decisions to be -
served); (4) trade-offs (to determine the kindgs of trade-offs,
the alternative methods, and the po;sible effects‘bf ghe trade- °
offs); (5) comparative, cost analysis’ (to exanine the product

cost and compare the cost with the cost of alternative products);

15




(6) intrinsic evaluation (to assess the technical quality, content,

3

and uniqueness of the medium invoived, and to survey the avail-
ability of resources needed for use of the proéuct{; (7) outcome
evaluation (to assess the learning rate and methods used, the
knowledge acquisition and rationale used, and the retention of
knowledge); (8) summative judgments and recommendations (to judge
the quality.and effectiveness of the product and to make récommen—
dations for potential con;umers, current developers or sponsors)
9 circumsfances modifying the summative judgments (to examine
the scope of the value claims and to test conditions that could
cause modification of the rec&mmendations); and :(10) evaluate

the evaluator kto explgffipossible moti&es, biases, and considera-

tions that may have influenced the evaluator).

The Weighted Criteria Approach was founded on cost effec-

ad
e

tiveness techniques and then applied to curriculum materials to
analyze comﬁonentS, quality, and cost of the product or material
under consideration. The components of the model are weighted

by relative importance. The components of the model are: (1)

coverage (in terms of scope and.quality); (2) appropriateness;

14

(3) motivational effectiveness'(for bothufhe student and the

teacher); and (Q) cost (in terms of dollar amounts and time).
The Weighted Criteria Approach can be used to assess relative
merit of two or more alternative materials.

The Participant Reaction Approach was developed by Steele

specifically to evaluate adult education and extension courses.

16
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Steele felt that these types of programs, being more scattered

than centrally located, would be more easily evaluated by seeking
‘the reaction of the clients served by the érogra;s. To accomplish
this, steele employs a variety of techniques such as steering
committees, analyses of attendance and Feenrollment records, and
end-of-session reaction forms, The information gathered in this

-

manner is intendgd for use in making decisions about program

modifications. ’ | .
The cost Effectiveness Model w7as developed by Alkin based

on the teehniqﬁes.of cost-benefit analysis. Aftur reviewing the

-

shortcomings of cost—benefit analysis, Alkin sought to present
eval-:ation tech;iques capable of consideration of all relevant .
elements of an educational system (at thg school district level)
“ to: (1) compare educdtional outcomes of different units;
(2) assess the impact of alternative levels of financial input;
and (3) select alternative approaches to the achievement of
speéified educational outcomes.

. Costa undertook the .study and presentation of Cost Utility .

Models to provide viable forms of cost effectiveness ~ cost

P— —_— PR A 0o WU UEVUR

benefit analysis evaluation techniques for use by exisiing school
staff. The information resulting from the application of these
evaluation models was intended to provide input into the decision-

making process in the school system under consideration. Costa
¥

17
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presents two models (Tanner's }odel developed by Tanner and the W
Milwaukee Model develéped by Costa and Giroux) that (1) can be

used by administrators and their staffs to choose between alterna-

tive programs; (2) use relatively easy computational formulas;

(3) lack confusing "jargon"; and (4) are able to proviée valuable

sational decision>making information. a

The Ontological Evaluation Model was developed by Peper to
fill what he considered to be a void in the then existing
e&aluatioﬁ models - a model that would focus on the orgénization
as a whole gnd not on a single program within the organization.

In constructing this model, Peper conceptualized two areas of
organizational development: organizational characteristics and Jg
phases of organizational developmert. Organizational character-
istics are morphology or structure, systems, kinestheék; or thrust,
and kinship linkages. The phases of organizational develcpment . X
are preemergent, emergent, familial dependent, familial independent
and independent.

¢ The New Eclectic Model was developed by Alkin and Kosecoff

to provide a means of putting togetﬁer‘the "old but still good

— ~—--jdeas’ 1 eclectic or-umique ways.  Thus—the model-seeks-to-usethe-- —~————
best evaluation models and ideas selected from existing sources to
structure the evaluation process. The actual model requires four .

steps or procedures: (1) framing the decision context; (2)

building the evaluation system; (3) determininé techniques and . s

s&d

18




s methodologies; and (4) preparing and reporting evaluation informa-
tion. Believing that the last three areas presented above are
those which lend themselves easily to the "old.but still useful
ideas," Alkin and Kosecoff stress only the step for framing the

decisicn context.

Results

Before presenting the framework for the cooperative use the’
general and specific purpose models discussed previously let us
examine the Ott Model more closely.

To develop his Classification System of Decision Situations,
Ott observed the decision process used by the Title I projects
a;d those areas of the projects in which decisions were most
frequently made. These frequent decision areas were determined
to be decisions gelative to Target, General Policy, Objectives,
Program, Resources, Schedules, and Progr;m Policy. Ott refined
the Schema of the decision process and combined this refinement

with the areas in which decisions must be made most frequently to

develop the taxonomy of administrative information needs.

17

__The Ott Model is presented in Figére 1. The areas in which
decisions must be made m;st frequently (Target, General Policy,
Objectives, Program, Resources, Scheduleé, and Program Policy),

* comprise the first dimension of a two-dimensional framework in
the Ott Model. The second dimension consists of the stages of the

decision process for which the information is needed. These stages
| 2,

-

are: (1) Recognition of the Present of Potential Problem,

19
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(2) pefinition of the Problem, (3) Establishment of a Probable
Cause of the Problem, (4) Establishment of Criteria for Judging
Alternative Innovations, (5) Exploration of Aiternatives,r(G)
De;ign of Potené&al Innovations, (7) Trial, (8) Decision Point, and
(9) Implementation. V
The major program evaluation emphasis of the Ott_éodel is
found ir the first stage of the decision process--the Recognition
of the present or Potentigi Problems. It is this stage which
fully examines the areas of the program in which decisions are most
frequently made. The key quesfion and information needed for each
arca of concern within this stage are categorized below.
Target: What are the characgeristics and needs of the
/ target population? Are these needs taken into consideration? Is
the agpropriate ;tudgnt included in fhe program? ‘Are there incon-
sistencies between the needs of the target population, the student
‘:and comnunity needs, and the project capabilities, priorities; and
~respon§ibilities?

General Policy: What are the general guidelines for the

project? What general policies of the parent system affect the

19

- target population?. Are there any inconsistencies between the
guidglines for,tﬁe project and the general policies of the parent
system?

Objectives: What are the project or program vbjectives?
Do the objectives reflggt the needs of the identified target pop?—

lation and the capabilitieé and priorities of the project?



-

Program: What are the characteristics of the program

involved? + Are there inconsistencies between the program and the

desired solutions or outcomes? Is the program actually accom-

.

plishing what it intended? 1Is the program efficient?
-Resources: What‘;esources'a;e needed? What resources are
being used? 1Is the project making the best use of resources at
its diSpqgal? Is theré an efficiently functioning support system
for resource supply and maintenance? 4 ~
Schedules: Can the project accomplish its intended objective:
in the time specified? Are there fntern;l and/or external in-
consistencies that will affect the accomplishment’ of the project:

objectives according to the stated -schedule?

Program Policy: What are the project guidelines for action

within the project? Are there inconsistencies between the project

action and the needs of the target population?

Any discrepancies and inconsistencies in data that are foupd
during the process of answering these questions will provide an

indication of a present or potential problem. When this occurs,

. the process continues through the following stages.

. ) . The -Definition of the Problem is the stage at which the in-

consistencies’ are described. Information needed here includes the

details of the present and poténtial effects of the problem with

‘ supporting evidence such as past experiences with similar problems,

similar experiences of others, and speculation of those closely

involved in the problem area.

A N
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Stage- III: The Establishment of Probable Cause of the Problem .

' 7 ipcludes a description of possible causes of the problem. In-

formation needed includes supporting evidence such as paslkex-

perience or expg!!!hcey of others, simultaneous_&vents, theoreti-

cal relationships, and speculation of those affected.

L3

Stage IV. The Establishment of Criteria for Judging Alterna- .

7

tive Innovations includes speéification of the effects wanted and

unwanted by those responsible for the project and deciding upon

effects that should be sought or avoided. Information is needed to .

establish the relative importance of poésible effects according to

those affected, those responsible for the project, and theory or
experts. . Rationale for this information should also be included.

Stage V. The Exploration of Alternatives Stage indicates how

others have dealt with similar problems. Information needed at

2 .

this stage includes the;éuggestions of those concerned or involved

- ~

with the program, and alternatives suggested by experté or the

s

literature. R ; T .

N

.

Stggé VI. The Design of the Potential Innovatfons, draws
; ~

- -+ . . ~
upon the efﬁerience of others, and examination of the outcomes of e
. e .

13 -
By v ~

similar inngvations. The informaﬁion needed includes the predic- '\u\\?; .

T e

T tion ofexperts—cencerning outcomes, description of available
oS, e T

T T
resoutces, (time, human, and material), and description of relevant iu
. portions of the system in which an innovation must be made. . The ) :%

rationale for the above information should also be included.

v

Stage VII. The Trial Stage includes a description of the pro-

posed innovation and alternate ways of testing' the proposed in-

N
-
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novation including the requirements of, and "péy—offﬁhfor the .

alternative modes of testing the proposed innovation. Information

needed for this stage includes a description of the system in which'f

¢

the test is to be made, a description of the trial, the incon-’

‘u

sistencies betiween the trial and the system in which it is to be: -~

installed, the problems of .the implementation and trial processes

AN B

and their probable causes and effects, and alternative corrective

»

[

)

measures and their probable effects.

g

Stage VITI. The Pecision Point Staée campares the performance~

1 u

of the potential innovation on important critérion variables, both

anticipated and unanticipatea. Information needed includes »ﬁ oo

- k el
~ . M
comparisons of potential innovations with other courses-of action, .
. & °

€

and the problems of design; implementation, and functioning .

&

-

revealed in the trial. S "S .

.

Stage IX. The Imglementatiod Stage includes a description of

the innovation, the system or subsystem in which it is to be In-

3

stalled, and any inconsistencies between the innovation ‘and the  «°

system., Information needed here includes alternative strategies
. Y ° ¢

for resolving the inconsistencies and the effects of these al-

ternatives, requirements and pay-offs for each strategy, problems
. \ s ’

of implementation and their probable cdauses, and outcomes of the
implementation and corrective measures.

It should be nofed at this point that the evaluation‘pro—,

K

cess and the information gath:ring process are continuous pro-

cesses. As such; information gathered at any sﬁbsequeﬁ% stage

-~ Y -

.

re,

-
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ey

1 .
can bring to 1ight~prpb1ems that were not uncovered before. In -
e . : ’ 4
fact, new information can serve to;reianrce or change a previously
A1} -
made decision. P . ‘ .

- e

: e Now that the Ott Model has been presented, how can we use
Yoo : -

the previously presented éehexai purpose and specific purpose .
models with in the Ott Model for the effective and efficient eval-

. R A
uation of educational }rqgtamsﬂ‘ ) . ' b

LIS
v

*This_author believes that before any program evaluation is
conducted the pufpose of the evaluation‘and the decision makers

-should be ident1f1ed. This is n?t represequd eaplicitly in the

\

ott Model., The author suggests that the Alkin and Kos/ﬁoff
¢ »

Model, "A New Eclectic Model for the Redirection of Evaluation

Efforts'™ be used to frame the decision context. This entails the

[N

“considerMtion of the decision maker(s) and/er degclsion audiences,

the explicit decision-making .purposes, the implicit decisien~making
purposes, the developmental stage of the program to be &valuted,
and the socio-political setting of the evaluation to be copducted

v

Once the evaluator detetmlnes the decisaon context, he is

1 -

ready to begin the problem recognltlon stagenof the decision process.

3

This stage is the part of the Ott Model that is most similar to

_ the already presented general purpose models and forms, the nucleus

- to-

of the evaluation of an educational program. From Figure 1, it is

- -

‘obvious that this is also the most detailed part of the model. Thel)

areas of concern to decision makers, suggested information, and

A}

genetal purpose and specific models that could be used to

provide information-needed for decision makers is listed beléw.

3

[}
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The reader will note that use of the Ott Model requires
bagkground information about all areas of concern to decision

. ,
makers. If this is not available or complete, the evaluator can

use needs agsessment techniques presented in the needs assessment

h »
N

scction of the proposal development phase of the Comprehensive
' Management Model, or the systeﬁs assessment phase of the Decision
Oriented Classificatien System.
>~ 10 collect infof;ation for the recognition of proylems~in the
iarea of thé target population, the evaluator could use the techniques
of the Discrepancy Evaluat%on Model, the Differdntial Evaluation
Model, or the Priqrity Decisions Model. Information for the recog-

nition o£ problems in the area of genéral policies could be
gathéred by &%e of thé Participant Reactio; Approach, the Priority
Decision Model, ana\the Discrepancy;Evaluation Model. 1In the area
of objettives, the evaluator éoulﬁ use the Participant Reaétion ]
Apptoach o; the techniguesrof the Diserepancy EQaluation Model.
~aconsistencies bgtween the act;al outcomes and the desired '
outcomesahéuld be determined by ‘the "traditional” statistical
analysis techniques. ‘In the area of resouxces, information could
.be provided by the evaluator's use of Fhe Participant Reaction

[

Approacﬁ and the Descrepancy Evaluagion Model, quormation about
‘schedule conflicts could .be pgp;ided through the use of the
Particgpant Reaction Approach. Finally, the Priority Decision
éodel and the Partic}pang Reaction Approach r<uld be used to pro- ’

vide information «.out the program policy and the established

pattérns of action within the progranm,

<7
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When the evaluator, through gnalysis of the data collected
in the first stage, recognizes the existence of a present or
potential problem, he initiates the implementation of the sub-

N .

»

sequent stages of the decision process, ‘?he exact techniques and
methgd used to gather information at each of‘these stages‘hepends
on the nature of each of the problems identified. Some of the
genéral and specific purpose éodels that could be used‘are pre~
sented below,

At the problem definition stage, the gescription‘of the ) ®
préblem itself should be a result of the analysis of the information

i
gathered in the previous stage. Details of actual and/or po-

tential effects of this problemrand supporting evidence, could

7 .
9

be ga}hered by use of a literature search of past experiences of
other persons with similar programs,

In the third stage, ﬁstablishment of Probable Cause of
Prohlem, the description of possible causes of the perlem (with
édpporting evidence) coui@ be deéerm@néé by staEistical analysis
Participﬁnt Reactiou“ﬁbproaches, and literature techn;ques._ ) -

For stage 4, Establishment of Criteria for iudging Alter-
native Innovations, tﬁe,necéssa;y information for determining the
effects wan;éd or unwanted, and thgﬁi relative importance, can
be supplied by using the procédures and teéhniques hesigned to
evaluate the needs and alteinati;é ideésfin the Priority Decision;
Model. =~ g S

In the Design of the Pbtentiél innbyhtion §L§ge (Stage 5) the

. Tt
information needed by deciSion makers includes how others have

[
Y -

SN S B
. o
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dealt with similar problems, suggestion of participants, and
alternatives suggested by experts or professionals. This informa-
tion can be provided through the Participant Reaction Approach and
through a search of the’relevant literature.

In the Design of the Potential Innovation, (stage 6) the
evaluator needs to supply information to lhe decision makers about

-

experiences of others with similar innovations, potential

outcomes, descriptions of available-resources, and descriptions of .

the relevant portion of the system in which the innovation is to

be made. This information can be provided by using the Develop-

mental Models (such as IPI and NewStart techniques), Material
Evaluation techniques (such as the Trade-off and Comparative Cost
Approach or the Weighted Criteria Approach), and the Cost~
jEffectiveness and Cost Utility Models; .
At~ the Trial Staée (Stage 7) the innovation or alternative
in;ovations are téfted fog their suitability for eliminating the .
problem. The Trade-off and Comparative Cost Appro;ch would pro-
vide information about glternatiye ways of testing the innovation.

L .
The Ontological\Model could pfovide a description of .the system
‘in which the test is. to be made and the inconsistencies between
the proposed trial and the system in which it is to@®e installed.

- The IPI and NewStart Models could be used to reveil problems of

implementation, and to identify corrective measures to be considered.

At the Decision Point (Stage 8) the results of the Trial

‘/,f’

7

<9
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2

Stage are considered. Information is needed here on the perfor-
mance of the innovation on importanf'criterioh variables, on
comparisons of the potentialkinnovations with other courses of
action, and on problems of design, implementation and function

of the innovation that were revealed in the trial. This information
can be provided by énalysis of the information gathered at the

triél ;tage.

In the Implementation Stage (stage 9) information relative to

the proposed innovation, the sub-system#in which it is to be

)
» ¥

installed,_actual or potential inconsistencies between the in-
novation and the subsystem, alternative strategies for resolving

these inconsistencies, potential impiem tation problems, and

possible outcome of the implementation Js needed. 'This informa-

tion can be provided by the Developmenfal and Materials Evaluation

L @ ’
Models, the Ontolngical Evaluation Model, the Discrepancy Evaluation

Model, and the techniqﬁes outlined in the Differential Evaluation
Model.

In summary, it ;g,the author's belief that the use of the Ott
Model "A Taxonomy of Administrative Information Needs: An Aid to
Educational Plaﬁnﬁhg and Evaluation" as an overall guiding |

: ; .
framework for qﬁé cooperative use of the many general purpose and |,
special purpos; eyaiuation models found in the 1iter;£ure willJ
provide fhe necessary evaluative information needed by decision-

makers. The use of this-framework will provide more effective and

efficient program evaluation in public education,

14
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Daniel L. Stufflebeam, "Evaluation as Enlightenment for
Decision Making," (Columbus, Ohio: The Evaluation Center, The
Ohio State University, 1968), p. 5, (Mimeographed).

21bid.,.p. 8.

31bid., P. 16.
4gara M. Steele, "Contemporary Approaches to Program
-Evaluation and Their Implications for Evaluating Programs for
Disadvantages Adults" (Syracuse: ERIC Clearinghouse on Adult:
Education, 1973) (Microfiche ERIC ED 075 715).

Fsd

51bid., p. 51.

6Marvin C. Alkin, "Evaluating the Cost Effectiveness of
Instructional Programs,”" Proceedings of the Symposium on Problems
.in the Evaluation of Instruction, (Los Angeles: University of
California) (Microfiche ERIC ED 031 818)., ~

a

. TMarvin' C. Alkin and Dale C. Wooley, "A Model for Edu-
,cational Evaluation" (paper presented to the PLEDGE -Conference,
San Dimas, California, October 8-11, 1969) (Microfiche ERIC ED

036 898). ’ ) . .

8pairfax County (Virginia) Public Schools, Center for
Effecting Educational Change, "A Comprehenmsive Model for Managing
an ESEA Title I1I Project from Conception to Culmination'
(Micro-fiche ERIC ED 039 278).

djohn B. Peper, "An Ontological Model of Evaluation: A
Nynamic Model for Aiding Organizational Development" (paper pre-
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10Marlen Yost and Frank J. Monnin, "A Systems Approach to
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North Earolina State University, 1970) (Microfiche ERIC ED 042 910).

120,46t H. Costa, "Cost Utility: An Aid to Decision Making"
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'13Michae1 G. Hunter and Daniel E. Schooley, "The Synergistic
Evaluation Model" (paper presented at the AERA Annual Meeting, -
New Orleans, February 25 - March 1, 1973) (Mimeographed).

* YMarvin C. Alkin and Jacquelire B. Kosecoff, "A New
Eclectic Model for the Redirection of Evaluation Efforts" (paper
presented at the AERA Annual Meeting, New Orleans, February 25 -
= March 1, 1973) (Mimeographed).

15Jack M. Ott, Sheila Fletcher and Donald Turner, "A
Taxonomy of Adminlstrative Information Needs: An Aid to Educational
Planning and Evaluation," Educational Technology, May, 1973.

16

Fairfax County (Virginia) Public Schools, Op cit., p. 5.

17Wayne E..Carter, ""An Evaluation of an Evaluation Model,"
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